The chapter is the product of joint discussions. The first, third and fourth sections were written by Francesca Vianello, whereas the second and fifth sections were written by Vanina Ferreccio.
Introduction
Most methodological issues you encounter when entering the field of prison as a researcher are common to other settings for research on institutionalised so-called 'deviants' (like hospitals, therapeutic communities and identification centres). The first problem is access to the field. As Goffman (2010 [1961] ) argues, the world of inmates (as well as that of staff) is a world that is protected by physical and psychological barriers which make it particularly difficult for external subjects to access the field. It is no coincidence that the researchers who first studied prisons were in some way involved in the management of the institution (e.g. Clemmer, as a clinical sociologist). Freedom of movement, in an environment which has been designated to limit freedom, and access to personal data, which are considered sensitive, are resources that are not easily made available to outsiders. Conversely, research as an inside observer involved in the running of the institution has considerable limitations and consequences, related to occupational pressures and moral dilemmas (cf. Marquart 1986) . A cultural variable can be added to this, that is to say the different countries' recognition of the value of scientific research, criminological research in particular: some countries are interested in or at least willing to have their institutions undergo constructive assessment and constant monitoring; others are somewhat reluctant to open the doors to their prisons. The long time that it takes to acquire the necessary authorisations, often months of waiting, does not help as it separates the researcher from the field and the subjects of the research. On obtaining permission, a standing presence is required of the researcher, concentrated in limited time spans, which is difficult to reconcile with other academic activities.
Aside from the difficulties in accessing the field, another common issue related to the study of deviant contexts and biographies, which is particularly prominent in the study of prison and prison careers, is the hierarchy of socially recognised credibility (Becker 1967; cf. Liebling 2001) . This relates to the different weight given to the declarations and affirmations of the prison population. The external researcher, disoriented in face of the unknown world of the prison, risks instinctively seeking reassurance by relying on those who run the institution, their considerations and representations of that reality. They share with the researcher a socially recognised status and the reassuring illusion of being on the side of justice.
This social proximity is likely to influence not only perceptions, but also the ability to withstand the pressures that inevitably the administration will try to exercise on the researcher's work. It is suggested that sociologists of deviance, criminologists and in particular ethnographers are naturally inclined to sympathise with their subjects (cf. Becker 1967) . This is advantageous particularly if the interview is chosen as a tool, since a horizontal relationship should be sought, with no diffidence or judgment on either side. But what most threatens the researcher's freedom is not so much the difficulty of taking sides between the often conflicting representations offered by the subordinates/prisoners and their controllers.
1 It is not the socially dominant vision of the officials which is disputed, but rather the ideology of prison, which risks permeating the reading of both sides, as it does for the normal citizen and each one of us.
In this chapter we will analyse different strategies used by the prison administration and inside workers in an attempt to influence and direct criminological research. Following our research experiences, 2 we will suggest some possible forms of resistance to be taken in order to manage pressures and carry on independent research work, mainly focusing on prison as a field and promoting horizontal relationships. Finally, we reflect on the need to take distance from the research environment without sacrificing empathy towards the individuals who inhabit it.
The prison strategies
The rehabilitative logic pervades the whole prison, giving sense to the time spent in prison in the case of the prisoners and to daily work in the case of prison staff. It is, then, a working tool and, also, an element which legitimises how the institution works. This can create considerable problems for the researcher which can spill out in both the writing phase and in the reflexive recovery of the gathered material. Here we will concentrate on the consequences that a researcher's explicitly critical stance can have on their interactions with the various actors within the prison world, particularly when this contrasts drastically with the dominant ideology of the prison as an institution. Goffman (2010, 94) describes a 'widespread feeling, among inmates, that time spent in the institution is time wasted, taken from one's
